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There is a growing body of opinion in the US and Africa that will require popular mobilisation 
to reduce the US military presence in 
Africa and new engagement by the 
peace movement to fight against the 
austerity measures designed to protect 
bankers who profit from US militarism. 
The struggle against the United 
States Africa Command that is being 
carried out in the peace movement 
must be joined by the progressive 
forces in Africa who want the complete 
demilitarisation of Africa. This kind of 
transnational peace alliance will be 
able to reignite the forms of solidarity 
and achievements of the anti-apartheid 
era. It will be the task of a literate peace 
and social justice movement to work 
for the dismantling of the US Africa 
Command; and to pursue goals that 
support education, health, the building 
of infrastructure and the cleaning up of 
the environment in Africa. 
It has become clear that the 
existence of AFRICOM has not 
provided a security environment 
conducive to good governance and 
development. Drawing from the short 
five years of the existence of this africa 
Command, the author agrees with 
those African policy makers who have 
argued that the US military is one of 
the principal obstacles to peace and 
stability in Africa. In addition to this 
destabilisation of Africa, the way in 
which the militarisation of the study of 
Africa has affected genuine academic 
research about Africa in US universities 
must be considered.1 
The small group which organised 
resistance to AFRICOM in the past 
AFRICOM is not what the people of Africa need and it is not what 
will achieve long-term stability on the continent. The recent experiences 
of Africans defeating western supported elements in the DRC should 
open more possibilities for increased activities of the Peace and Security 
Council of the African Union.
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must work with those who call for an 
end to the militarisation of African 
politics. These peacemakers have been 
joined by an international movement 
opposing the drone strike policies 
of the United States. In the past year 
the exposure of the eavesdropping 
capabilities of the United States and 
the role of the National Security Agency 
(NSa) has made it clear that the calls 
for the dismantling of Africom must 
include all aspects of demilitarisation 
of international politics. In many senses 
it was the very success of the peace 
and justice forces that opposed the 
deployment of US military personnel 
overseas that forced the militarists to 
turn to drones and targeted killings. 
Calls for the US Administration to 
publicly report on civilian casualties 
from U.S. drone strikes deserve 
support so that this policy of killing with 
impunity can be brought to an end.
Peacemakers are convinced that 
recent events in Africa as well as the 
current phase of the end of the war 
on terror provide the context for the 
dismantling of the US Africa Command. 
There are four platforms for this US 
military engagement with Africa. These 
are through:  
• the US aFRICOM Social Sciences 
research agenda;
• the information gathering apparatus 
of the National Security Agency 
(NSa) which is also linked to 
the forward planning for US 
transnational corporations;
• the promotion of the private military 
and security contractors along 
with complicit non-governmental 
organisations; and
• traditional networks such as the 
International Military Education 
Program (IMET) designed to ensnare 
African militaries in order to sell 
outdated ordinance. 
When the idea of the United 
States africa Command was first 
mooted in 2007 there was so much 
opposition to the idea that there was 
only one country in Africa, Liberia, 
that promised to host this command. 
Other states and leaders who had been 
drawn into the various military training 
and education programmes continued 
their relationships but the US military 
involvement in the war against the 
peoples of Libya raised the question 
of the role of the US military in Africa 
to a new level. The recent military 
collaboration between the foreign 
intervention brigade (comprising 
Malawi, South Africa and Tanzania) 
in the restoration of the road to peace 
in the Democratic Republic of the 
Congo (DRC) has opened the way for 
more robust forms of African military 
cooperation against destabilisers and 
looters. This collaboration was one 
more indication that the people of 
Africa do not need the US Africa 
Command and that peace and 
reconstruction in Africa can be given 
greater impetus with the dismantling of 
the US military apparatus in Africa. 
Tracing the confused rationale for 
AFRICOM
In February 2007, President Bush 
had announced that the Defense 
Department would create a new 
africa Command (aFRICOM) to 
coordinate U.S. government interests 
on the continent. Under this plan 
all governmental agencies of the US 
would fall under the military, i.e., 
USAID, the State Department, the 
US Departments of Energy, Treasury, 
and the Department of Education, 
etc.2 In pursuit of the plans for the 
remilitarisation of Africa, the US 
Department of Defense announced 
the appointment of General William 
“Kip” Ward (an african american) as 
head of this new military command. 
At the end of the era of formal 
apartheid, the US military established 
the Africa Crisis Response Initiative 
(aCRI) with the goal of supporting 
humanitarianism and ending genocide. 
This was the same US government 
that had lobbied the United Nations 
to withdraw troops from Rwanda 
in the midst of the fastest genocide 
in Africa.3 Throughout this period 
the US military had been cautious 
about involvement in Africa in the 
aftermath of the painful experience in 
Somalia in 1993. This cautious stance 
changed after the events of September 
11, 2001. In the next year, the USA 
updated its ACRI plans to organise 
the African Contingency Operations 
Training assistance (aCOTa). Under 
ACOTA, African troops were supposed 
to be provided with offensive military 
weaponry, including rifles, machine 
guns, and mortars. The Africa Regional 
Peacekeeping Program (aRPP) was 
also established in order to equip, 
train, and support troops from selected 
African countries that are involved 
in “peacekeeping” operations. 
Additionally, the US government 
launched a Pan Sahel anti-terrorism 
initiative (later called Trans Sahara 
Counter Terror Initiative).
Although General William Ward had 
been placed as the head of AFRICOM 
when the planning for the NATO 
intervention in Libya was maturing, 
Ward was removed because in the 
situation of a war against Africans, an 
African American general could not be 
trusted to prosecute this war. General 
Carter Ham was appointed to oversee 
the US and NATO war against Libya, 
but after the disastrous episode of 
the death of US Ambassador Stevens, 
Carter Ham was himself relieved of 
his position. It was in the midst of this 
removal that General Carter Ham was 
making Public Relations Speeches 
about the role of the US military in 
fighting terrorism in africa. This was 
the context of his appearance at a 
colloquium in honour of Chinua 
Achebe. 
Enter General Carter Ham
At the outset of his presentation 
General Ham acknowledged his lack of 
experience and knowledge on matters 
relating to Africa before he took up the 
position of Commander of the US Africa 
Command. Stating that the Command 
came into existence less than five years 
ago and was the youngest of the six 
geographic commands,4 he told the 
Calls for the US 
Administration to 
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strikes deserve 
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audience that in the twenty months 
that he had served, he had travelled to 
42 different African Countries. Of the 
other 13 states he said, “some don’t 
want me to come visit, and others 
my government doesn’t want me to 
go.” What was significant was that his 
mandate did not make the artificial 
division of the US State Department 
that divides sub-Saharan Africa from 
North Africa. Ham rearticulated the 
talking points that everyone could 
read on the website of AFRICOM, 
viz: “africa Command protects and 
defends the national security interests 
of the United States by strengthening 
the defense capabilities of African 
states and regional organizations and 
conducts military operations, in order 
to deter and defeat transnational threats 
and to provide a security environment 
conducive to good governance and 
development”.5
General Carter Ham then 
categorised key US security interests in 
the continent of Africa in four areas: 
• addressing and countering a variety 
of violent extremist organisations 
that are in Africa. He accorded this 
the highest priority. 
• Maintaining global access, 
improving access for own economic 
growth and for the international 
community. 
• Preventing or deterring conflict. 
Keeping a clear understanding of the 
many non-state actors fomenting 
conflict.
• Humanitarian assistance, disaster 
relief, mass atrocity and response 
options.6
Violent Extremists in Africa
From this introduction, the General 
went on to elaborate on his first point of 
the growing threat of violent extremist 
organisations in Africa. This is a theme 
that has been recurring in the speeches 
of US policy makers and General 
Rodriquez, Ham’s successor, has been 
making the same claims in public. Of 
the evolving threats, Al Qaeda’s core 
has been weakened and resulted in 
affiliates growing in importance. Carter 
Ham spelt out for the Colloquium 
audience the existence of the “network 
of al Qaeda and its affiliates,” warning 
that these networks are changing in 
ways that “increase threats to states but 
also regional stability.” In his words, 
what was particularly worrisome was 
not each individual group, but the 
growing connectivity between groups. 
General Ham told his audience that 
the Al Qaeda networks were starting 
to form a network with indications of 
communications of training, sharing 
funding and weapons. He spelt out 
that this process was most mature in 
the Maghreb where Al Qaeda was well 
funded by outside financing and that 
they increased their capabilities through 
kidnappings and criminal activities. 
The three dominant extremist groups 
that were featured by the General 
were: Al Shabaab in the Horn of Africa, 
Boko Haram in Nigeria, and aQIM 
(N. africa and Mali). These groups 
were increasing collaboration and he 
cited developing linkages between Al 
Shabaab and Al Qaeda in the Arabian 
Peninsula (aQaP) in Yemen.7 What 
was left unsaid by the General was 
the role of the US allies in the Gulf of 
arabia in financing violent extremism in 
Africa. There are now many books and 
studies that have identified the role of 
foundations and organisations in Qatar, 
the Gulf of Arabia and Saudi Arabia 
in financing these extremist groups.8 
US allies, especially Saudi Arabia, are 
financing groups such as Boko Haram 
in Nigeria and for the past decade there 
have been studies exposing Wahhabi 
ideology and the massive infusions of 
Saudi cash that are rapidly transforming 
the once syncretic and peaceful Sufi 
inspired sub-Saharan Islam into militant 
Islamism.9 The US government has 
now named Boko Haram as a foreign 
terrorist organisation. 
African Success in Combatting 
Extremism
Despite the gloomy picture of the 
growth of extremism presented by 
General Ham, he went on to praise the 
regional efforts to counter extremism 
in Africa, especially in East Africa. He 
noted that, “it was easy to get captured 
by the negative, but also there were 
very good efforts underway.” The 
AMISON mission of the African Union 
in Somalia was a success story because 
the situation has changed to the point 
where the people of Somalia and their 
representatives have been able to 
elect a president, a parliament, and 
have begun to establish embassies 
overseas. Al Shabaab has largely been 
removed from Mogadishu and the port 
of Kismayo in just a year. For General 
Carter Ham, the important lesson was 
that the nations of East Africa and 
the African Union decided to take 
action. “It was not the international 
community and certainly not the 
United States; it was regional states 
making that decision.”
General Ham pointed out that 
AMISON was not the only success 
story of regional initiatives in Africa 
to combat extremism and insecurity. 
He drew attention to the increased 
political will inside the African Union 
since 2007 and pointed to the fact 
that patience is necessary for these AU 
operations and that one should think of 
the long term.
Maintaining Global Access
On the point of maintaining global 
access, General Ham addressed the 
need for maritime security in Africa.10 
Private shipping has increased security 
so that instances of piracy have 
declined since 2009. He spoke of the 
great expense in fighting piracy and 
that only two wealthy states in Africa, 
Nigeria and South Africa, had the 
capacity to deploy maritime resources. 
African scholars however have pointed 
out that the piracy of the rich, especially 
the banks and pharmaceuticals, is far 
more damaging to Africa than the petty 
pirating of the poor in Somalia.
Non-state Actors Fomenting Conflict
Of the third and fourth points, 
General Ham highlighted the role of 
the Lord’s Resistance army (LRa) as 
General Ham  
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with indications of 
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training, sharing 
funding and  
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a non-state actor terrorising citizens 
in Eastern and Central Africa. He 
revealed that the AFRICOM has 
provided special communication 
networks so that villagers could call 
for help if threatened by the LRA. As 
a result of this assistance, there have 
been increased defections from the 
LRA and fewer attacks and increased 
cooperation. “But he is still at large,” 
and the “fundamental mission is to 
bring him to justice.”
Mali and Insecurity in West Africa
General Ham expanded on the 
threats to the peoples of West Africa 
since the Malian military coup in March 
2012. This was before the elaborate 
charade that was orchestrated and 
organised with various allies of France 
to destabilise the entire region of the 
Sahel.  At the Achebe colloquium, 
Ham communicated to this audience 
that since the coup and the collapse of 
the government in Bamako, there had 
been a breakdown in security with the 
establishment of a safe haven for Al 
Qaeda in the Islamic Maghreb (aQIM). 
Carter Ham reported that AFRICOM 
was working to address four interrelated 
problem sets in Mali. First was the 
restoration of a constitutionally based 
government; second, was the need 
to address legitimate concerns of an 
underappreciated and often neglected 
demographic group in Northern Mali, 
mostly Tuareg; third, there was a 
terrorist problem in Northern Mali. He 
noted that there was a “relatively small 
hardcore of Terrorists.” and fourthly, 
there was the need for continuing 
humanitarian assistance in the Western 
African region of the Sahel.  
Developing Partnerships with Africans
General Carter Ham concluded his 
presentation by justifying the mission 
to advance US security interests across 
Africa. This was best achieved by 
advancing African countries. General 
Ham drew from the updated US 
National Security Strategy in Africa that 
document signed by Barack Obama. 
It was stated that the United States 
will partner with sub-Saharan African 
countries to pursue four interdependent 
and mutually reinforcing objectives:
• strengthen democratic institutions; 
• spur economic growth, trade, and 
investment;
• advance peace and security; and 
• promote opportunity and 
development.
General Ham stated that stability and 
security were necessary preconditions 
for all the objectives to be realised.
Was this a case for or against the US 
AFRICOM?
The first question to General Ham 
was related to the importance of oil 
from Africa. The questioner told the 
audience that it was necessary to grasp 
the conjuncture why there was the 
deployment of the US Africa Command 
at this time. It was brought to the 
attention of the Colloquium that up 
to 25 per cent of the petroleum needs 
of the United States were supplied by 
Africa and that Africa was now more 
important than the Middle East in the 
supply of oil. The speaker from the 
floor then drew attention to how the 
United States was a major weapons 
supplier to Africa and that these 
weapons undermined the stability 
of Africa. The point was made that 
there was near universal opposition in 
Africa to the hosting of AFRICOM and 
that only one state, Liberia, offered 
to host AFRICOM. The speaker made 
references to the plunder of resources 
in Eastern Congo and the relationships 
between the US military and the 
militaries in Rwanda and Uganda. 
After listening to the presentation, I 
brought to the attention of the General 
the inconsistencies in his argument 
by pointing out that the successes 
that he referred were generated by 
African peacekeepers. Granted, the 
General claimed that these successes 
were possible with the collaboration of 
AFRICOM, but from my point of view, 
most of the “partners” of the United 
States military were states that did not 
derive their legitimacy from democratic 
participation and expression. I raised 
the fact that the General did not 
comment on the ongoing war in the 
Easter Congo and the role of “allies” of 
the US such as Rwanda and Uganda in 
supporting the rebel group M 23 in the 
Eastern Congo.
I reminded the General that his 
presentation omitted any mention 
of Libya which is now overrun with 
militias; and that one year previously, 
AFRICOM was claiming credit for the 
“success” of the NaTO intervention. 
I drew the attention of the audience 
to the reports in the US government 
press that the President had appointed 
a new Commander for AFRICOM after 
the investigation of the attack on the 
embassy in Benghazi on September 
11, 2102.11 
I reminded the audience that the 
insecurity in Mali emanated from a 
military coup d’état that was carried 
out by a captain who had repeatedly 
received military training in the United 
States.12 Bearing in mind the fact that 
the United States had expended more 
than one billion dollars in Mali on 
“development and military training,” I 
reflected on the musings of one former 
US Ambassador to Mali who wrote and 
posted pictures of himself and Captain 
Sanogo under the caption,  “Sanogo: a 
hero or a mutineer?”13 
At the colloquium, I repeated 
the call for a thorough evaluation of 
the role of the United States and the 
NATO mission in Libya and for a full 
disclosure of the relationship between 
the US AFRICOM and the instability in 
Mali. It was the incongruence between 
the media hype about AQIM and the 
reality that the present insecurity in the 
Maghreb was generated by past US 
military activities from the period of 
the Pan Sahel Initiative to the NATO 
intervention in Libya that is one of 
the most persuasive arguments for the 
Whether it was the 
placing of Nelson 
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dismantling of the United States Africa 
command. None of the member states 
of NATO want a proper inquiry of 
the impact of the NATO intervention 
on West Africa. It has been the South 
African representative in the Security 
Council that has been calling for a 
proper acknowledgement of the direct 
impact of the NATO intervention 
in Libya on the Sahel, as well as an 
appreciation by the Council of the role 
of the AU in bringing the problems to 
the Council’s attention.
I enquired from General Ham 
whether he agreed with Jeh Johnson 
that there were reduced terror threats 
around the world and that the War 
on Terror could be dealt with as a 
law enforcement matter instead of a 
military counter-terror matter. Carter 
Ham said that he agreed with Johnson 
that is was time to have this debate. 
More arguments for dismantling 
AFRICOM
Since the end of the war against the 
people of Vietnam, the government 
of the USA has been reluctant to 
deploy massive numbers in armed 
combat. The neo-conservatives under 
the George W. Bush administration 
attempted to reverse this caution and 
experimented with the occupation of 
Iraq. This failed. After this failure the US 
military and the Obama Administration 
resorted to drone warfare. There is 
now a massive movement against 
drone warfare internationally and 
hence the US is embarking on a new 
tack of engaging African militaries 
through bilateral exercises such as 
the August 2013 Operation Shared 
Accord.14 But far more important 
than the joint military exercise has 
been the massive onslaught on South 
African society to promote the neo-
liberal ideas of individualism, greed, 
capitalism and the unlimited right of 
capitalists to exploit workers. Beside 
the US humanitarian agents there are 
some international non-government 
organisations that are linked to private 
military contractors, who are in turn 
linked to Wall Street. 
Numerous writers have drawn 
attention to the criminal activities 
of the financiers and the banks in 
promoting insecurity globally. These 
financiers have now moved to control 
private military firms and are busy 
planning to expand their activities in 
Africa. The instability and looting in 
societies such as the Central African 
Republic and across Central Africa 
cannot be separated from the primitive 
forms of accumulation undertaken by 
western financial institutions. Many of 
these financiers are integrated into the 
military-financial-information complex. 
Charles Ferguson in his book, 
Predator Nation: Corporate Criminals, 
Political Corruption, and the Hijacking 
of America, spelt out how the ivory 
tower and the academic establishment 
have been corrupted by the Predators. 
The Concerned Africans Forum 
have joined in the critique of the US 
military in Africa, drawing attention to 
the increased funding for the military 
and the diminished resources for 
established Title VI centres. Through 
the financing of programmes such as 
the Minerva Research Initiative and the 
Human Terrain System (HTS), millions 
of dollars have been diverted from 
genuine scholarly research to priorities 
determined by the military.15 Though 
the United States has 5,458 “distinct 
and discrete military installations” 
around the world there are pressures 
from the military-industrial and oil 
complex for the US to have more 
effective resources in Africa to defend 
US capitalism.
It is difficult for the researchers 
and western experts to start from any 
serious historical background because 
from the moment there is serious 
engagement with the history and 
culture of Africa it can be understood 
that the US Military has always been 
on the wrong side of history in Africa. 
Whether it was the placing of Nelson 
Mandela on the list of terrorists or the 
collusion in the assassination of Patrice 
Lumumba, the experience of the US 
military has been to lay the basis for 
genocidal violence and the plunder 
of resources in Africa. Patricia Daley 
brought out the reality that Africans 
have to learn from the protracted 
processes for peace such as that which 
was guided by Julius Nyerere and 
Nelson Mandela in Burundi.16 
In the final analysis of the intended 
benefits versus consequences of 
the establishment of AFRICOM, the 
balance sheet weighs heavily against 
Africa’s continental good. The current 
instability in Libya and Mali are directly 
related to the military planning and 
activities of AFRICOM. A number of 
books demonstrate that US Africa 
Command has increased resource 
exploitation, imperial expansion, 
instigated violence, intensified regional 
conflicts and undermined the authority 
of regional organisations like IGAD, 
SADC, EAC, and eventually the African 
Union. As such, AFRICOM is a formal 
vehicle of US imperialism and a 
disaster. 
Of the three areas of “terrorist” 
activities in africa (Mali, Nigeria and 
Somalia – with overflow to Kenya), 
the case can be made that military 
engagement by Britain, France and 
the United States will only provide the 
rationale for increasing militarisation. It 
should be of the highest importance for 
activists and scholars to push back from 
the argument that represents Al Qaeda 
groups in africa as “present significant 
threats to the United States.” This is a 
distortion because the real dangers are 
to the African societies that are being 
disfigured. 
Conclusion
The establishment of AFRICOM 
has not served the best interests of the 
African peoples, and the argument 
that this military command is fuelled 
principally by humanitarian motives 
is flawed. What was important about 
the speech of General Carter Ham at 
the Achebe colloquium was that the 
General was entering the space of 
intellectuals from Africa. General Ham 
had praised the patient and consultative 
mechanisms of the African Union and 
spoke of future “partnership” with 
African states. In his speech, General 
Carter Ham repeated claims that have 
gained currency in the western media 
that Northern Mali had become a 
General Ham’s  
speech made a very 
good case for why the 
US Africa Command 
should be wound down 
and dismantled.
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“terrorist haven” and that al-Qaeda 
in the Islamic Maghreb (aQIM) posed 
such a danger that, “as each day goes 
by, Al Qaeda and other organisations 
are strengthening their hold in 
Northern Mali. There is a compelling 
need for the international community, 
led by africans, to address that”.17 
This was before the French intervened 
in Mali in an exercise that is still 
unfolding. Elsewhere, I have expressed 
my opposition to the intervention 
of France in Mali.18 General Ham’s 
speech made a very good case for why 
the US Africa Command should be 
wound down and dismantled.
The United States Military 
Strategists association (USMSa) and 
the journalists inhabit the same world 
where they uncritically reproduce the 
press releases from the information 
centres that fit into the propaganda 
war against Africans by AFRICOM. 
Africa is past the stage of failed states. 
Wall Street is looking at the megadeals 
between Brazil, China and africa and 
wants to find a way in. Unfortunately, 
many African activists uncritically 
repeat the assertion that Africa is a 
hotbed of terrorism and insecurity.
The military calculation of the 
conservative sectors of US imperial 
centres and war profiteers is better 
understood when viewed within the 
larger context of the global planning by 
these elements for the kind of war that 
is intended  to perpetuate US military 
management of the international 
system. The capitalist crisis that started 
in the US in 2007 has exposed further 
the weakness of the US as a global 
economic power, putting the dollar in 
a more precarious position as currency 
of world trade.  AFRICOM is not what 
the people of Africa need and it is not 
what will achieve long-term stability on 
the continent. The recent experiences 
of Africans defeating western supported 
elements in the DRC should open more 
possibilities for increased activities of 
the Peace and Security Council of the 
african Union. It is fitting that it is in 
the year of the fiftieth anniversary of 
African Unity when Africans are calling 
for the dismantling of AFRICOM. 
A section of the US foreign policy 
establishment attempts to intensify 
the militarisation of US-Africa policy 
through AFRICOM and neo-liberal 
private military companies in order to 
ensure that Africa is secured for US 
hegemonic assertion/access to strategic 
resources and global political capital – 
for the preservation of the US empire. 
The recent experiences of the foreign 
intervention brigade in the DRC augur 
well for the moment when there is 
a United Africa that can neutralise 
foreign military forces. I have outlined 
this argument in my book Global 
NATO and the Catastrophic Failure in 
Libya: Lessons for Africa in the Forging 
of African Unity.
Faced with the dynamic changes 
underway in Africa, the current US 
administration has sought to retreat 
from overt militarisation of US 
relations with Africa. In his 2013 tour, 
President Obama announced the 
launch of the Africa Power Plan to 
strengthen the electrical grid system 
in Africa and to expand the delivery 
of electricity to the most rural areas. 
This attempt to reshape US-Africa 
policy challenges the traditional power 
brokers in Africa and seeks to catch 
up with the dynamism of the current 
transformation of Africa. The struggles 
against militarism and exploitation in 
the United States cannot be advanced 
by a military command that serves the 
interests of oil companies and private 
military contractors. There is now 
space for those forces inside Africa 
to intensify the political, intellectual 
and diplomatic work to diminish the 
militarist forces of the old imperial 
order. Today, it is not only the peace 
and justice forces in Africa who are 
against militarisation. African capitalists 
now know that their own room for 
expanding commercial operations is 
hampered by US militarism. 
Mo Ibrahim spoke for many Africans 
at the Colloquium when he said that it 
was time that US oil companies be as 
aggressive in cleaning up the African 
oil spills as they were aggressive in 
opening new oil platforms. The call for 
resistance can now bring up to date the 
concrete experiences of the US military 
and mobilise for the dismantling of 
the US Africa Command. General 
Carter Ham sought to use the space 
of a scholarly platform to justify the 
need for the existence of the US Africa 
Command. Instead, the content of his 
message provided some of the clearest 
reasons as to why the War on Terror 
has passed the tipping point. 
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